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As Din, terpiheid- and lialster°(1972) 10(tenO-ted, physical

attractiveness 0/dne of the most obvious and accessible per-
/.

/ / z
.. ,

sonal cha aepOlstics. Much research has recently been focused

- .
. .

on physiea tractiveness (cf. Berscbeid 4.Walster, 1914), and .

.4/ .' ,

,, I./

it seeMs iO'indisate that an individual's physical attractiveness
'..

is an Ijaportant social cue, evoking expectations about an indivi-

dual"a/personality and behavior.

one 'study that investigated hOw expectations of others. are
-4;

affected by an -individual's attractiveness, Dion et al. showed sub-
P -.;

jects.pictures of highly attractive and unattractiVe'individuals.

Subjects were nthe askero ovaluate each picture in'terms f a

serles of personality and if Success deales, Theresults indi-

cated that attractive indi1iduals-were seen as being friendlier, °

more sensitive, more sintere, and more sociable, than unattractive
4

. individuals. Moreover, Ole lysically'attractive were expected to f"..

i

have more prestigeous occupationt s, to4be more happily married, and ('
. ,

to be More likely tm(have successful social and pifofessional lives

than 'the unattractive.

A number of recent investigations have also shown that Aysi-
,

. cal attractivenesa can affect specific *xpectations about behayiar. °

For:!exampae, Clifford and Walster (1973) demonstrated the importance

k54

of physical attracti;iPftess in i fluenc1ng how a student's academic

po tentjal Is interpreted. As part of a study to ostensibly

*Vesented at the Meetings of the Miewertern Psycholciglical

Association, ChiCkago, May 1975.
Sc



1.

determine theusefuln'ess'of student records, fifth grade teachers

A
evaluated a student' academic file which included a photograph

of either an attractive or unattractive child. Clifford and

stowed that- teachers -perceived attractive childr

renas-berhg-more intelligent, more-likely-to attain advanced

education, and4more likely to have parebts who are concerned with

academic achievement than unattractive children.
4

On© implication of they two studies is that physical attrac-

tiveness affects the type of causal attributions (cf. Kelly, 1971)

made_about another's behavior. In essence, because the physically

attractive are expected td be "better people" (e.g., possess bet-
./

ter personalities), the causality for their behavior may be seen

differently than for those who are physically unattractive. Data

relevant,io this pOint have been obtained in a study by Miller

(1970) who found that causality for.the behavior Of unattractive

individuals was perceived to be more external th n for attractive .

-4 in1viduals. -

.
0. ,

Much work has recently been.fOcused ckai arstanding .the types

of Ilttributions.made,when a,person eithe

task, and it seems likely that physica

inter pretations of such behavioral ou

leagues (e.g.1 Weiner; Frieze, Kulka

1971) 41a,,p proposed that individuali,4 1,Ocate the causes of .success

and failure on achievemearriented ta4rs to four elements: (a)

the perspn s ability0 W-the amoun effOrt.thecperson expended,

ireds or fails on a

tiveness will affect

Weiner and his col-

Rest, & Rosenbaum,

(c) the' difficulty of the task, anik ) the amount of luck the

person had. 1
VO

o

According to 'Weiner et al.,`-these c l'factors differ from

one another along two 4imensioni One dimension is the stability

o



of the causal elements over time. According to this differentiation,

ability and task difficulty are stablebecaut9hey are cpnstant

,

for each task, while effort and luck-are highly unstable. A sec-:'

ond dimension differentiates the causal elements in terms of in-.

ternalit,/extertality. Uceause ability and effort originate with-_:

ifi the person They are internal causes, while tusk difficulty and

luck driginate-eutside the person tat are thus external cause's.
0

Thd importance of distinguishing ketween' these categories is that

.

.they imply very different reactions to a person's behavior.

In as ditiop to considering. hew attributions about achievement-

'oriented belIvior are ,f by an individual's levee, of physi-

cal attractiveness, it/is also'important to consider the -interac-

tion of these Variables with the 4p_eriver's sex and the sett of

,the stimulus person. A number of studies -(e.g:, Bar-Tal & Prieze,

1975; Feathei,.1910; Simon & Feather, 1973) have demondtrated that

males and,females w ight Causes differefitially.' Women, for ex-

ample, tend to_ rely m re on fixternal'carses than do men. 'They

have hlso been suggesti (e.g., Bar-Tal & Saxe, 1974; Miller,
"")

1970a) that physical attra tivenets'is differentially kertant

for how male and female st'imu persons are perce d and these

investigators, have found stronger ysical ects for female

stimulus persons than for ma_e stimulus persons.

Given the evidence that physical attractiveness serves as an

,
important social cue, the present study was designed to investi-

.

gate how anindividual's level of attractiveness affectt attri-

butions about .his/her behavior. In.additiofi, the study was de-

o A

-signed to .90ssess pobsible interaction.; between the.perceiver's

sok and tbesex of a stimulus person as they affect attra'ctive-

ness-mediated attributions. es.



Sub. ects-

Method

/

Subjects were 162 male and, female undergraduate students at the'

Univers/ty.uf Pittabu4).,

Procedure

Subjects (in groups of about 35),e4Pred a classroom and were

-given a set of experimental'materials by lit male experimenter. ill-
.

clucled, was a set of instructions which wis-also 'read to 'the sub-
)

jeets by the expertmenter. The instructions indicated that the

pmrpose of the study was to investigate the process of person per-

ception and that the experiment was designed to compare the person
'

pereeition accuracy of untrained college, studentd with that of a

group of psychology graduate.students and ficuliy. Subjects were

asked to assume that they.were meeting a person for the first time
L.

and that the only information they had about the person was that
,

contained in their packet of experimental

When subjects opened their experimental materials, they fodnd,

as,passport-size otograph.of an individual and were asked to indicate

the4r evaluation of that person by completing six Likert scales.

The black-and white photographs used were selected from a college

yearbook and Lad previously been evaluated on the dimension of

-physical attractiveness by a group of eight judges (from the same

population as the subjects). Using a prodedure similan

a

et al.'s (1972), two photographs of high .and low attractiveness of

each sex were selected from those rated by the judges.

After evaluating the stimulus person, subjects-xead a short

.situational description about the person in the photograph. It

ip$icated that the individual had either succeededbr failed an

- 5
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important exam. Based on this description; subfattiliere asked°

to indicate why they thought the stimulus parson had succeeded
. -

or failed by dividing. 100 points between Weiner's tour attribute

tonal categories.

Results

Analyses of Evaluation Scalesr----
A 2x2x2 analysis of variance (Sex of subject x SeX of stimulus

. )

x Attractiveness) was conducted on, each of, the six Likert scales.

First, the results of the analyses indicated tbat the manipulation

of attractiveness was stIccessful and thigh 'attractve stimuli were

perceived ad---auch -(7-,=102.36, L 4.901-14-.--14s4n-el for- aitrae-

tiveness also indicated that attractive indidualb_were perceived

..

as being more popular (F=46.87, 2,4.0u1), 1 as having more prestige

(F=11.24-,2:.(.001), but as less intelligent-(F=13.00, 2,.(.001) then

those who were unattractive. (The mean ratings for each of the'

evaluation scales, by condition, are shown in Tgbl 1.)

Insert Table 1 about here

--- Ole

An additional attradtiveness'finding was an.i teraction between

Sex of subject and attractiveness (F=6.81, .2. .01) which indicated
-

that Female subjects perceived attractive st ulus persons as least.:
#901'

trustworthy add unattractive stimulUs person as most trustworthy.

In addition to the attractiveness effe is, there were also main
0

f acts on several scales for two other factors. A sex of subject

main effect was,obtained_on the intelligen e scale (F -6.46, 2A.05)

indicating that female subject rated the timulwa. person's inteili-

genCeDsignificantly higher thln die le -subjects. There was also a

1



Sex-of stimulus main effect on the pre'stige scale (171E4.67, p .(.05)

which indicated that male Stimuli were judged as having more pres-

tige thf,n female stimuli.

Analyses of .Causality Ratifies

AitalYsea/of varianes vs-re-ciandlicted on ihe nupher_of points
0

that subjects assigned to. each Of the fouer causal categories (luck,

exam difficulty, ability, and motivation). Because the way in

which points were distributed resulted in a non-normal distripution,

all scores were transformed by an arcsin square root procedure

(Vq.j.ner, 1971)., A 2x2x2x2 analysis of variance (Sex of subject x

Sex of stimulus attractiveness x Outcome)-was then conducted on

°transformed sores in'each category. (The results from hese

analyses are summarized in Table 2..)

-I

InSert Table 2-'about here

I

The analyses of yarianceYIelded a number of significant main

effects. However, with:,one exception- -on the Sex of subject
o ,d .

-. .

actoreachof these affects was constrained by interactions.

he simple main effect was on the motivation s es.and indicated-

that female'subjects nded to place.less weight on motiNationg .

t

than did male subjects
1
(M=23.31 vs. M..29.39).

2 (Mean ratings for

each condition are Shown in Table 3.)

4=1

Insert Table 3 about here

Several sp-why interactions were obtained between Sex of sub-

- ject and, Outcome on causality ratings of exam difficulty (p 4.O1)
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o.

andability (2 4.01)5. The interactions indicated that female sub-
.

jects in the failure conditions perceived the exam as pore.diffi-
.

cult than subjects in any of the other conditions (Mm55.91),

0

while female subjects in the success conditions perceived the- sue- ----

as less difficult -Amu other subjects (4.14.05). On ability ratings

an interaction showed that female subjects 'perceived the stimulus

personi as having the least ability (Mm14.54) in the failure con-

ditions and the most Ability (Mm49.24) in thtsUccess conditions.

Several, important interactions involving Attractiveness of the

stimulus person were also obtained. An interactidapbetween Sex of
.

stimulusiind Attractiveness for luck ratings-(p. 4.05). was found

and indicated that attractive males were perceived' as having

most luck (Mm12:50), while unattractive miles were perceived as

having the least luck (20,8:33). ,tn addition, there were sign17,

ficant interactions (Sex of stimulUs x Attractiveness) onratfigs.

of ekam diffichlty <.05) and ability (a. <705). These interactions

indicated that the exam was perceived as least difficult for attrac-

tive-females (Mm27.15).,i'While attractive females were also-judied

as having:the highest' ability (Mm18.13). Ford unattractive fema16,

.111e exam was perceived as more diAliCult (M- 36.59) than for any

other Individuals and unattractive females were perceived as having ',,

R
.

the least ability (Mm28.76). .

,....
t, .

. .

'Ttiere Aere also three significant Attractiveness by Outcome

interactions on eatIngsof.exam difficultya <.01), ability

cip. <.05), and motivation. The interactions'indicated that when

attractive individualswere iudcessful; the exam was perceived as

least.difficult for them (Mm13.°12), they were judged at having the

most ability"(Mm47.93), sand tqloy\we-re seen as° having the most
AP-



motivation (M31.73). However, when unattraCtive individuals

failed, the .exam waft perceived as more difficult for them than

for other individuals (H52.33), they were judged aA having;the
a

least ability, (M ad5171.ingt motivation----(4120.--8-71.

Three-way interactions (Sex of)subject X Attractiveness X

Outcome) were altioobtainlif on ratings of exam difficulty .(p. <.01)

and ability <.95).. The interactions indicated that the pre;

viously described tendency to evaluate unattractive individuals

very highly when they succeed-(and very low when they, faiWis es-

pecially pronounced for female subjects.

-:Discussion

The results of.the present experiment indicate, first, that.

the positive stereotype of the physically attractive (cf. Dion

et al., 1972;,Miller, 1970a), does not exist under all conditions..

While. subjects clearly identified the physically attractive indi-

viduals as such, they did not uniformly rate the attractive inai-

,

viduals positively. .Thus, on scales which aisessed., intelligence

and trustworthiness, the unattractive were rated higher than the

6 fri/
attractive.

A second set of results trots:he present study are pernap
.

. to

more significant and indicate that physical attractiveness can

serve as an importar, .
antecedent of causal attributions. Subjects,

when asked to attribute the reason for a person's success or fail-

ure, appeared tk, be influenced by the individual's physicil attretc-

tiveness. The way in which physical attractiveness operates to in-

fluence these perceptions is not-at all simple, and our results in-

dicated a number of interactions between not only physical attrac-

tiveness and task outcome, but also between physical attractiveness
.

and' both the subject's and stimulus person'atlex.

9



In particular, outcome seems to.have a pr'ofound effect on the

way in which unattractive stimuli are perceived. When an unattrac-

tive person is successful, he. or she is evaluated as haVing very_

hSgh ability and.motivation'and as h*Ving sn'essy task.; yet w en
.

-thts uniattrlictiv.e individual'faila, he orshm is evaluated .aabisv,

Ilug very low ability and motivation. ;These findings suggest that. . ,

low physical attractiveness may servelas an inhibitory cause

4'
(Kelly, 1971) when unattractive individuals-are successful, but

when they fall it may become a facilitative, cause: That is, when-

an unattractive person succeeds, their success is'Oerceived asoc4.-

curing in spite.of their, negative characteristics,, and they are

rated the highest on such scales as ability. -However,.when an un-

.

attractive. person fails, the Negative perception' of them is merely

.
.

reinforced.

Not surprisingly* one,strong finding obtained in theoirdsent

study was,that Males and females were judged differently on the 4

basis of their physical attractiveness. Similar to Bar-Tai and

Saxe's (1974) finding that a uniformly positive stereotype-does )

not exist for attractive males, in the present study attractive'

males w,ere perceived as having lower ability, and more luck than
7,

. the unattractive. Our assumption is taat both of these causal

ascriptions imply negative evaluations. While the attractiveness

literature (cf. Berscheid & WaIster, 1474) has not focused on sex

differences in the attractiveness stereotype, it is certainly'

'sreasonable to assume that such differences exist. Given 'the ob-

vtops differential.emphasis in our culturn on male and female

beauty,, it is only puzzling that these.differences have not ap-

N,

pegrod elsewhere and it suggeats an important area for further

research. 10
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One 'other impdrtant finding is ihat for. fessle'subjects the

tendency to perceive outcome differentially according to the stim-
-

.
uluss person's physical attractiveness le especially pronounced.

Tor maple; on _ability: scores- ,-- female subje-c-ts-att-ributed-mor

ability to successful unattrsctive-individualw than did males, but

.they attributed less ability to an unattractive iidividUal,who

-failed:,. One explanation for this diecrepancy.between males and

female, is that females are-aocialisid in our society to. be more

condexamedyrth aesthetics and they probably weigh attractiveness

more heavily, in making inferences about other's behaviOr., Another-
. -

possible explanation is that females, because their own attrac-
,

tivdness is used by others in evaluating them, are extremely' Ben-
.

'oitive to others' physical attractiveness. It would be interesting,

in this.regard,.to`examine the effect of'the subject's own attrac-

tiveness upon his or her ratings of others.
,

In summary, the present results, while casting d,Oubt on the. .

unpimensional etexeotype of, physical.attractivenets for both males-,

and females, Also have implications for research on attribtional

provesie0.7:_ in fact, physical attractiveness can serve as an

important 'ante &lent of4ittributions one can expect differdnces

in results betw en studies that_have,only presented behavioral de-

scriptions, and tudies that involve high and low levels of inter-
_

action.

11
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Table 2
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alyses 'of Varian9e of Points Assigned to AttribUtional Caiegorins 1

op ce of. Variance ,df .1> Luck

of Subject (A) 1,146 .07

of Stimulus Person (B) 1,146 .Q7

el of Attractiveness (C) 1,146 .60

tcome (D)

A. x B

Ax C
a

Ax D

B x C

B x D /

.AxI3xC

Ax B x D

Ax Cx D.

F Values

Exam
Difficulty Ability 'Motivation

5.35*

.15

1.35

7.20

1.80

1.32

8.16**

2.94

.29

198.41*** 141.73*** 9.98**
I

.24 .97 .63

.55 .592.04

9:98* 6.92** 1.19

4.17 4.99*

.11 .17 .15

8.32 * 5.00* 4.99*

.6 1.09 1.89

.0 .01 .45

9.2 3.62* 1.51

-3.34.29

:99 .11

1,146 2.81 -

1,140 .02

1,146 .02

1,146 .03

1,146 4.38*

'1,146 .00

146 3.07

1,146 2.43

1,146 3.07

1,146 .17

1,146 .01

1,146 .14

.BxCxD

A x C x 6

Note.--Points were ,transformed by an arsi. square root procedure
before analyt4s.

-10-#*2. < .001

"11 .< .01
.. .< 05
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